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A NEW FRAGMENT OF EURIPIDES’ INO 
 
1. Text 
 
      ] επτε ̣ ̣[                   ]  ̣  τ̣̣  [̣ 
       χαυνα[ 
––––––––– 
ἄλλη ϲυνε [̣qytyt 
οἵδε γὰρ ἥκουϲ[̣ι  ̣  ̣  ]̣  ̣τ  ̣[  ̣]  ο̣λ̣[ 
φοράδην τὴν βαρυδαίµονα[qq   5 
Κάδµου γενε[  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ]  ̣      [ 
πρὸϲ δεϲπόϲ[υνον δ]ῶµα φέρ[οντεϲ 
<ytyqwwqq>     7a 
––––––––– 
Ἀθάµαϲ θέϲθ᾽ ἡϲύχ[ωϲ νιν οἱ π]έλαϲ πρὸ δ̣[ωµάτων 
         β  µικρὸν̣ µὲν ὑµῖν ἄχθοϲ, ἀλγειν[ὸν δ᾽ ἐµοί. 
γυµνοῦτε, δείκνυτ᾽ εἰϲ φάοϲ πο[qwq  10 
µὴ καὶ λελη̣θὼ̣ϲ̣ ἐν πέπλοιϲιν[qwq. 
[–––––––––] 
Ἰν̣̣[       ]  ̣ε ψυχα  ̣  ̣ µοχ  [̣ ]           [ 
        α ̣        [  ̣] ̣  ̣  ̣[  ̣  ̣  ]̣ακι  ̣  [̣  ]̣ων    [ 
̣ ]  ̣  ̣ [  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣  ̣ ἀ]εικέλιοϲ ὠ ταλαπ[ειρι 
               ]ων δύϲτηνοϲ [    15 
                        ]ελι⟦τ⟧θ  ̣  ̣  ̣α  ̣  ̣α  ̣   ̣ ̣  ̣ [ 
                        ]ανο[̣  ̣  ̣]  ̣     [ 
                                   ]αϲ̣     [ 
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                                   ]ο̣ δυϲτην[ 
stripped   20 
         ]  ̣ν  [̣  
                                  ]  ρ̣οφαι[ 
                                  ]  ̣  α̣δεϲ[ 
                                  ]  ̣  ω̣τλαϲτ̣[ 
                                 ]ηϲ̣α̣ϲ⟦εκ⟧ου  ̣[   25 
                                 ]                   [ 
                                  ]µατω  ̣[ 
                                  ]  ο̣νω  ̣[ 
 
 
The latest volume of The Oxyrhynchus Papyri contains the editio princeps of an 
ancient manuscript, P.Oxy. 5131, edited by Wolfgang Luppe and Ben Henry.1 The 
transcription above is virtually identical to theirs, although a few of their suggestions, 
discussed below, have been promoted to the main text.2 This article attempts to build 
on the foundations that they have so expertly laid. 
 
2. Characters 
 
                                                
I am grateful to Dr W. B. Henry for sending me an image of the papyrus in advance of its publication 
on the POxy website; to Dr Daniela Colomo for permitting me to inspect the papyrus itself in the 
Papyrology Rooms of the Sackler Library in Oxford; and to Professor Timothy Barnes, Dr Lyndsay 
Coo, Mr Thomas Coward, Professor Rudolf Kassel, Professor David Kovacs, Professor Alan 
Sommerstein, and Professor Martin West for helpful comments. 
1 Luppe and Henry (2012). 
2 I have omitted the first column, which contains the very end of a couple of lines. 
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The papyrus allows three main deductions about the individuals who featured in the 
drama in question.  
(i) Athamas was a character, played by the deuteragonist. His name appears in 
the margin to indicate his part, accompanied in paler ink by the letter beta used to 
indicate the actor who played him.3 
(ii) Ino was very probably a character, played by the protagonist. The marginal 
note in line 12 that probably contains her name, accompanied by an alpha, is barely 
preserved, and the editors of the papyrus remark cautiously (p. 25) ‘ιν̣̣[ω or ιν̣̣(ω) is a 
possibility, though no more’. Nevertheless, we can restore that name with confidence. 
The traces in question are vertically aligned with the marginal note designating 
Athamas and the deuteragonist; the layout of the papyrus thus suggests that these 
traces are fulfilling the same role as that earlier marginal note. If we consider the 
horizontal axis, the traces are next to a line which we would in any case regard as the 
beginning of a new speech. This is the first line of a song (NB Doric ψυχα in 12), 
probably a lament (cf. 14, 15, 19, 24), after a passage of trimeters, and the speaker of 
those trimeters (Athamas) does not seem agitated enough to begin singing (although 
he might conceivably have joined in a song initiated by another). Once we accept that 
these traces constitute a speaker designation, we must ask which name associated with 
this branch of mythology could fit. Ino matches the traces admirably; no other 
relevant name would suit. Similarly, the nearby loop written in the same paler ink as 
the beta above can only be an alpha. 
(iii) Another person was carried on by attendants.4 We are not told this 
person’s name, but can deduce to a high degree of probability four other relevant data. 
                                                
3 Thus Luppe and Henry (2012) 19. For the significance of this letter see further section 8 below. 
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First, the person was male, since in line 11 λελ̣ηθ̣ώϲ̣, a masculine participle 
qualifying this person, seems very likely.5 
Second, he was probably a child; Athamas says that he is a ‘small load’ 
(µικρὸν . . . ἄχθοϲ) to his bearers, an expression with considerably more point if they 
are carrying a child’s body, not an adult’s.6 The whole sentence µικρὸν̣ µὲν ὑµῖν 
ἄχθοϲ, ἀλγειν[ὸν δ᾽ ἐµοί ‘a small load for you, but a painful one for me’ poignantly 
contrasts the two senses of ἄχθοϲ, the literal, light load carried by the attendants, and 
the metaphorical, far more burdensome load which Athamas must endure as a result 
of the death.7 
                                                                                                                                      
4 ‘Person’ rather than ‘character’ because it is not clear whether s/he had previously had a speaking 
role. 
5 As Luppe and Henry (2012) 24 demonstrate, the remnants of the chorus’s reference to the character in 
lines 4-6 are consistent with either a male or a female; in the former case they suggest a reconstruction 
by P. J. Parsons, τὴν βαρυδαίµονα [θήραν] | Κάδµου γενε[ᾶϲ γέννηµα νέον. 
6 So Luppe and Henry (2012) 20, 24 suggest. They are right to read µικρόν, not πικρόν; there is a slight 
dip in the cross-bar which indicates mu, not pi. Moreover, πικρόν, accompanied perforce by ἀλγειν[ὸν 
δ᾽ ἅµα, would wrongly put the focus on the emotional state of the mute attendants rather than of 
Athamas himself; we can rule out supplementing ἀλγειν[ὸν δ᾽ ἅµα after µικρόν, too, for the same 
reason. Perhaps the attendants did grieve at the death of the boy, but it would not be in the manner of 
tragedy to emphasise their sadness without even mentioning the sorrow of a main character. 
7 Athamas is not himself carrying the body, since he has to instruct the attendants to place it ‘carefully’; 
hence his ἄχθοϲ can only be metaphorical. There is a similar contrast between literal and emotional 
weight in Euripides’ Suppliant Women when the children of the slain Argive chieftains come on stage 
bearing their ashes of their fathers in urns, singing φέρω φέρω, | τάλαινα µᾶτερ, ἐκ πυρᾶϲ πατρὸϲ 
µέλη, | βάροϲ µὲν οὐκ ἀβριθὲϲ ἀλγέων ὕπο, | ἐν δ’ ὀλίγωι τἀµὰ πάντα ϲυνθείϲ. | ἔχω τοϲόνδε 
βάροϲ ὅϲον µ’ ἀπώλεϲεν (1123-6, 1158). 
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Third, he was dead, not merely dying or injured.8 Athamas’ reference to the 
‘painful burden’ that he is enduring is consistent with any of these alternatives; so, 
perhaps, is the sung lament that Ino delivers, although that may seem more like 
mourning over a corpse than sorrow for someone still alive. The fact that the sole 
previously attested appearance of φοράδην in Euripides denotes the carrying in of a 
dead body during a passage of choral anapaests following a choral ode does not prove 
that the adverb is used in the same context here, although the similarity is remarkable; 
its sole appearance in the Rhesus attributed to Euripides occurs in exactly the same 
circumstances.9 What makes it very likely that we are dealing with a dead body is 
Athamas’ instruction to the attendants to ‘strip [him], reveal [him] to the light . . . so 
that [he] does not [enter the palace?] hidden in robes’ (10-11 γυµνοῦτε, δείκνυτ᾽ εἰϲ 
φάοϲ πο[qwq] | µὴ καὶ λελ̣ηθὼ̣ϲ̣ ἐν πέπλοιϲιν[qwq).10 It would be an 
unspeakable act to remove the clothes from a living person who was severely injured 
or close to death.11 Athamas could order such a thing in the case of a living person 
only if he was implacably hostile towards the victim, or simply mad; but his attitude 
is in fact the reverse of hostility, as ἀλγειν[ὸν δ᾽ ἐµοί demonstrates, and the capacity 
                                                
8 Luppe and Henry (2012) 20 leave the question open. 
9 Eur. Andr. 1166-7 καὶ µὴν ὅδ’ ἄναξ ἤδη φοράδην | Δελφίδοϲ ἐκ γῆϲ δῶµα πελάζει; [Eur.] Rhes. 
886-8 τίϲ ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆϲ θεόϲ, ὦ βαϲιλεῦ, |τὸν νεόκµητον νεκρὸν ἐν χειροῖν | φοράδην πέµπει; 
10 Verbal asyndeton in line 10 lends his command great passion; for this phenomenon in tragic dialogue 
see Mastronarde (1994) on Eur. Phoen. 1193. The second verb almost never has fewer syllables than 
the first, and usually has more; see Finglass (2007a) on Soph. El. 719, (2011) on Soph. Aj. 59-60. For 
µὴ καί (11) in a final clause cf. Soph. Phil. 46 µὴ καὶ λάθῃ µε προϲπεϲών, Denniston (1954) 298; καί 
seems to put a general emphasis on the following word. 
11 The uncovering of Heracles at Soph. Tr. 1076-81 is not a counterexample, since it is instigated by 
Heracles himself, and involves the removal of the very robe which has destroyed him. 
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to feel emotional trauma revealed by the same phrase proves that he is in possession 
of his senses. 
By contrast, if the attendants are carrying a corpse, the uncovering can be 
paralleled as a standard practice before lamentation. The corpse would subsequently 
be washed, dressed, and prepared for the πρόθεσις, in which the body was placed on a 
high platform within the house to receive the family’s laments before the beginning of 
the funeral proper.12 So in Euripides’ Hecuba a servant girl arrives bearing the 
covered body of Polydorus, although Hecuba thinks that it is either Polyxena, who is 
already dead and whose corpse she was coming to wash, or Cassandra. The girl has 
Hecuba uncover the corpse to see who it really is (679-80 ἀλλ’ ἄθρηϲον ϲῶµα 
γυµνωθὲν νεκροῦ, | εἴ ϲοι φανεῖται θαῦµα καὶ παρ’ ἐλπίδαϲ); Hecuba then sings a 
lament over the body. In the same playwright’s Suppliant Women the bodies of the 
slain chieftains are brought on, covered; after the eulogy Adrastus encourages their 
mothers to go to them, but Theseus countermands him, saying that the women would 
be overcome by the sight of the corpses (941-9). The implication is that the mothers 
would uncover their sons before lamenting them. In Sophocles’ Ajax Tecmessa covers 
Ajax’s body with her φᾶροϲ13 as she laments over it;14 but when Teucer arrives, he 
has the cloth removed, saying ‘come, uncover him, so I may see the whole horror’ 
(1003 ἴθ᾽, ἐκκάλυψον, ὡϲ ἴδω τὸ πᾶν κακόν). His lament over the body follows. 
Aegisthus in Sophocles’ Electra stands over what he thinks is the (covered) body of 
                                                
12 For the practice of covering the dead see Finglass (2011) on Soph. Aj. 915-16, Cairns (2011) 24-6. 
For the πρόθεσις see Kurtz and Boardman (1971) 143-4, Garland (2001) 23-31, Alexiou (2002) 5-7, 
Oakley (2003) 164-5. 
13 Perhaps her veil: see Finglass (2009a). 
14 Soph. Aj. 915-24; for this passage see Finglass (2009b). 
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his step-son Orestes, and orders ‘release the entire covering from his face, so that my 
kinsman can receive laments even from me’ (1468-9 χαλᾶτε πᾶν κάλυµµ᾽ ἀπ᾽ 
ὀφθαλµῶν, ὅπωϲ | τὸ ϲυγγενέϲ γε κἀπ᾽ ἐµοῦ θρήνων τύχηι). This is the moment 
at which he sees that body is not Orestes, but Clytemnestra.15 
The mention of πέπλοι also suits a corpse. The πέπλοϲ is often said to be a 
female garment, although in tragedy, at least, it can feature as the clothing of a man.16 
But in Euripides the term is also frequently used of the cloth in which a dead body is 
wrapped. So in Trojan Women Talthybius brings the naked body of Astyanax to 
Hecuba for her to cover in πέπλοι (1142-4 ϲὰϲ δ’ ἐϲ ὠλέναϲ | δοῦναι, πέπλοιϲιν 
ὡϲ περιϲτείληιϲ νεκρὸν | ϲτεφάνοιϲ θ’, ὅϲη ϲοι δύναµιϲ, ὡϲ ἔχει τὰ ϲά). There are 
many other examples,17 including one in Homer: at the end of the Iliad Hector’s 
bones are placed in a golden chest which is then wrapped in πέπλοι.18 In our passage, 
                                                
15 Two of these instances involve mistaken identity, but this is not always a feature of tragic 
uncoverings, and does not seem to be at issue in our fragment; if it was, we would expect some 
dialogue from the amazed onlookers as they took stock of the true state of affairs, not an immediate 
song of lament. 
16 Cf. Eur. Hel. 567; Wyles (2011) 138 calls it the ‘basic word used for male and female clothing in 
tragedy’. See further ibid. 39-40, Lee (2012) 182-3. 
17 Cf. Hcld. 560-1 ἕπου δέ, πρέϲβυ· ϲῆι γὰρ ἐνθανεῖν χερὶ | θέλω, πέπλοιϲ δὲ ϲῶµ’ ἐµὸν κρύψον 
παρών, 602-4, Hipp. 1457-8 ὄλωλα γάρ, πάτερ. | κρύψον δέ µου πρόϲωπον ὡϲ τάχοϲ πέπλοιϲ, 
Hec. 432-4, 577-8, 733-5, El. 1227-32, Her. 327-35, 701-3, Tro. 376-9, 1218-20, Hel. 1241-3. At 
Aesch. Ag. 1580 Aegisthus refers to Agamemnon ὑφαντοῖϲ ἐν πέπλοιϲ Ἐρινύων, meaning the robe in 
which he was trapped during his murder. 
18 Hom. Il. 24.795-6. Cf. van Wees (2005) 47: ‘the gender divide in clothing was crossed in these 
funerary rites, insofar as the bodies and ashes of dead men were covered with linen peploi, garments 
worn in real life only by women. Status display clearly took precedence over gender on these 
occasions.’ 
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the expression λελ̣ηθ̣ὼϲ̣ ἐν πέπλοιϲιν ‘escaping notice in robes’ is more appropriate 
to a corpse than to a living person; it implies a body completely enveloped in πέπλοι 
rather than someone wearing a πέπλοϲ and thus with head, hands, and feet exposed. 
Fourth, the dead boy was probably Ino’s son, since she appears to deliver a 
lament over his body; it is obviously most appropriate for such a lament to be 
delivered by his mother. 
To recapitulate: the drama featured at least two actors, with the protagonist 
playing Ino, the deuteragonist Athamas. At one point a dead male child, probably 
Ino’s son, was carried onto the stage wrapped in πέπλοι, or rather, a dummy was 
brought on representing him. That child when alive will have appeared on stage, 
almost certainly played by an extra. 
 
3. Form and metre 
 
The papyrus text begins with the end of a lyric, after which come five anapaestic 
dimeters (or four dimeters and a monometer). There is a paragraphos between these 
two sections, but no speaker designation; the two sections will both have been 
delivered by the chorus, with a lyric song followed by a spoken passage in which new 
arrivals are introduced. The next four lines are iambic trimeters, delivered by 
Athamas; after these comes a new lyric section, probably in dochmiacs, sung by Ino. 
Several times in tragedy we find a choral song followed by recited anapaests 
from the chorus, and then by a lyric sung by one or more characters;19 but these lack 
the brief intervening passage of actor’s iambics that is found in our passage. The 
                                                
19 Eur. Alc. 213-72, Andr. 464-536, Suppl. 955-1030, Tro. 511-606; cf. Her. 1016-88, where a choral 
song is followed by iambic trimeters spoken by the chorus, and then by a song from an actor. 
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nearest parallel occurs in Euripides’ Trojan Women, where Hecuba begins with 
recited anapaests, and then moves to song, which is succeeded by a lyric dialogue 
between her and the chorus (98-229); the chorus then deliver five anapaestic dimeters 
(230-4). Talthybius now enters, and speaks only four iambic trimeters before Hecuba 
sings in response; her song is then intertwined with his spoken trimeters. Talthybius’ 
opening words announce that he has a new message from the army; since this can 
only be bad news for Hecuba, her move into sung delivery is justified by the 
heightened emotion. In our passage, however, the character delivering the iambics is 
no mere messenger, but someone with his own emotional involvement in the death 
(revealed by ἀλγειν[ὸν δ᾽ ἐµοί). 
The anapaests contain two metrical anomalies. First, they end with an 
acatalectic dimeter, an impossible conclusion to a sequence of recitative anapaests.20 
Second, line 5 lacks the diaeresis that we expect between the two metra of the 
dimeter. This could be explained as an instance of ‘quasi-caesura in compound 
adjectives’ such as occurs twice in the Prometheus poet, and in comedy,21 but we 
would prefer a parallel taken from the author represented in the papyrus, whoever that 
turns out to be.22 Both these problematic phenomena would be acceptable in lyric 
                                                
 20 οἵδε γὰρ ἥκουϲ̣[ι demands the restoration φέρ[οντεϲ, which denies us the expected catalexis. 
21 That is, a virtual caesura after the βαρυ part of βαρυδαίµονα. The tragic parallels are [Aesch.] PV 
172 καί µ’ οὔτι µελιγλώϲϲοιϲ πειθοῦϲ and Prom. Sol. fr. 192.4 TrGF λίµναν παντοτρόφον 
Αἰθιόπων, cited by West (1982a) 95 n. 56 after Hermann (1816) 374; to the comic instances MLW 
adds Crat. fr. 171.9 PCG. See West (1982b) 296 n. 49 for the phenomenon in iambic trimeters.  
22 ‘Eur<ipides> in his anapaests never divides a word between metra’: Barrett (1964) on Eur. Hipp. 
1360. Such divisions are possible in Aeschylus and Sophocles, but only one short syllable after the end 
of the first metron (see Finglass (2011) on Soph. Aj. 146). 
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anapaests,23 but this metre is ‘practically confined to monodies and dialogues in 
which an actor sings’,24 and we would not expect to find it (as opposed to recited 
anapaests) in the mouths of the chorus just after they have completed a stasimon; such 
a diagnosis would also be inconsistent with the absence in our anapaests of the Doric 
alpha that is characteristic of song. It seems that we must posit textual corruption, at 
least for the first difficulty, and perhaps for the second as well. In response to the first 
problem, Luppe and Henry plausibly suggest ‘perhaps something has dropped out 
after 7; for example, the scribe may have skipped ahead to a second instance of –ντεϲ 
at line-end concluding the system.’25 I have written accordingly in the text above. The 
second anomaly is harder to heal. If we could assume a misdivision of lines and make 
τὴν βαρυδαίµονα into its own monometer, that would resolve the issue; it would 
also rid us of the rare metrical opening wwqqww.26 But positing such a misdivision 
would mean either that φοράδην formed part of the anapaestic dimeter in line 4, 
which cannot take any extra syllables, or that a further lacuna must be posited in 
addition to the misdivision. Perhaps φοράδην is itself misplaced; if it came at the end 
of line 5 rather than at its beginning, τὴν βαρυδαίµονα would then fall neatly into 
the first metron. Some solution along these lines is likely to be right. 
 
4. Author and play 
 
                                                
23 See West (1982a) 121. Diggle (1984) 68 = (1994) 315 objects to the two Euripidean instances of 
acatalectic dimeter at period end cited by West (Hec. 196, 215), and mentions Med. 167 as a more 
plausible candidate. 
24 West (1982a) 122. 
25 Luppe and Henry (2012) 24. 
26 Its rarity is remarked on by West (1982a) 95. 
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Various plays are known to have dealt with Athamas’ tragic life: Aeschylus’ 
Athamas, Sophocles’ Athamas A, Athamas B, and Phrixus, and Euripides’ Ino, 
Phrixus A, and Phrixus B. It is unlikely that a play named after Athamas (whether or 
not the playwright himself so named it) had the title character played by the 
deuteragonist,27 but it is not impossible: Aeschylus’ Agamemnon and Sophocles’ 
Antigone provide parallels. One fragment of Aeschylus’ play refers to the death of 
one of Ino’s sons (i.e. Learchus or Melicertes), but in such a way that it ‘appears to be 
a retrospective summary rather than a full narrative’;28 the use of τὸν µέν to denote 
the boy suggests that the other boy’s death was also described. Aeschylus’ play thus 
seems to be set at a time when Ino’s death and the death of her sons lay some time in 
the past. As for the dramas by Sophocles, one of Athamas A and Athamas B was 
concerned with the Phrixus and Helle story (as presumably was Phrixus, which may 
indeed be one of the Athamas plays called by another name), but the other may well 
have been about Athamas, Ino, and their children.29 
However, a range of indications suggest that the author of this fragment was 
Euripides. First, the papyrus itself, which dates to the third century AD. A tragic 
papyrus from this period can only contain Aeschylus, Sophocles, or Euripides; it is 
most unlikely that the works of any other classical tragedian survived until that date. 
                                                
27 The titles may not be original to the playwright (although Sommerstein (2002) 1 = (2010) 11 argues 
that ‘the titles by which plays were known in later antiquity and today are authentic in the 
overwhelming majority of cases’), but even if they were not, Athamas must have been prominent 
enough in the dramas for someone to name them after him. So too the attribution on the papyrus of 
Athamas’ part to the deuteragonist need not reflect the division of parts at the first performance, but if 
it does not, it nevertheless made enough sense for someone to adopt this division at a later stage. 
28 Aesch. fr. 1 TrGF; Sommerstein (2008) 3. 
29 See Lloyd-Jones (2003) 10-11. 
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Only one papyrus fragment of a play attributed to Aeschylus postdates the second 
century, a papyrus from the third or fourth century that contains part of the 
Prometheus Bound. Plays by Sophocles which today are lost were still being read in 
the second and third centuries, but by that time there was a decided concentration on 
the seven plays that we have today.30 In Euripides’ case, by contrast, at least one of 
today’s lost plays was being read as late as the fifth century, and several were still 
available in the third.31 So the date alone gives us a reason to prefer Euripides. 
Euripidean authorship is also consistent with certain indications from the language of 
the fragment,32 with Euripides’ fondness for using πέπλοι to cover a corpse,33 and 
with the similarity between the formal structure of this fragment and that of Trojan 
Women.34 None of these points is decisive on its own, but taken together they make 
Euripidean authorship all but inescapable. 
Which Euripidean play? The contents of the fragment tell decidedly against 
either Phrixus A or Phrixus B. These focussed on the fates of Athamas’ children by 
                                                
30 See Finglass (2012) 13. 
31 See Carrara (2009) 591-3, and section 8 below. 
32 These are listed by Luppe and Henry (2012) 19, 24. φοράδην (5) is used in this sense once in 
Euripides and once in pseudo-Euripides, and once in a different sense in Sophocles. βαρυδαίµων (5) 
appears in tragedy twice elsewhere, both times in Euripides. For 8-9 they compare a passage from 
Euripides’ Trojan Women; the resemblance is discussed below, p. XXX. For the language in line 10 
they compare a couple of passages from Euripides. ἀεικέλιοϲ (14) is paralleled in tragedy (as αὶκέλιοϲ) 
only in Euripides. To this we may add the point (made by AHS) that although δεϲπόϲυνοϲ (7) is found 
in Aeschylus as well as in Euripides (but not in Sophocles, despite its metrical convenience as a 
substitute for δεϲπότου or δεϲποτῶν), the Aeschylean instances are both in lyrics, whereas of the 
four Euripidean cases, two are in recitative anapaests, as in our fragment. 
33 See above, p. XXX. 
34 See above, p. XXX. 
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his first wife Nephele, Phrixus and Helle; their stepmother Ino attempts to have 
Phrixus killed, either by having him sacrificed or by stirring up the god Dionysus 
against him, but he and his sister are rescued by their mother, who, in at least one of 
the plays, sends a flying ram to bring them to Colchis. It is difficult to imagine a scene 
in either of these plays in which Ino laments over a dead boy; the point is that she 
fails to carry out the murder which she had intended. The only way of attributing the 
fragment to one of the Phrixus plays would be to posit that Ino’s punishment (whether 
mandated by a god or by a mortal) involved the death of one of her children. There is 
no evidence for such an episode within the Phrixus plays, and it is not recorded in the 
hypothesis for either drama, which are both preserved, albeit in fragmentary form, 
right to the end. Moreover, it is improbable that a play could be called Phrixus and yet 
have Ino as its protagonist and Athamas as its deuteragonist, leaving the title character 
to be played by the tritagonist, since we may presume that the same actor could not 
have played both Phrixus and either Ino or Athamas. 
By contrast, Euripides’ Ino, first performed at some point between 455 and 
425,35 fits the data exactly. It is no surprise to find Ino as the protagonist of this 
drama; and we know from other evidence, discussed below, that it featured the deaths 
of Ino’s children.36 This is a good match, and so we may with a reasonable degree of 
confidence attribute the papyrus to this play. 
 
                                                
35 It is referred to by Aristophanes in 425 at Ach. 432-4 (and also at Vesp. 1412-14). We cannot infer 
that the play was first produced shortly before 425; it might have achieved such fame or notoriety that 
it was remembered and parodied long after its original performance. The resolution rate does not allow 
us to give a more specific date (thus Cropp and Fick (1985) 81). 
 36 For filicidal mothers in tragedy in general see McHardy (2005), who discusses Ino, Medea, Procne, 
Althaea, Iliona, and Astyoche. 
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5. Plot 
 
The plot of Euripides’ Ino is given by Hyginus:37 
 
Athamas in Thessalia rex, cum Inonem uxorem, ex qua duos filios 
<susceperat>, perisse putaret, duxit Nymphae filiam Themistonem uxorem; ex 
ea geminos filios procreavit. postea resciit Inonem in Parnaso esse atque 
bacchationis causa eo pervenisse. misit qui eam adducerent; quam adductam 
celavit. resciit Themisto eam inventam esse; sed quae esset nesciebat. coepit 
velle filios eius necare. rei consciam, quam captivam esse credebat, ipsam 
Inonem sumpsit; et ei dixit ut filios suos candidis vestimentis operiret, Inonis 
filios nigris. Ino suos candidis, Themistonis pullis operuit. tunc Themisto 
decepta suos filios occidit. id ubi resciit, ipsa se necavit. Athamas autem in 
venatione per insaniam Learchum maiorem filium suum interfecit; at Ino cum 
minore filio Melicerte in mare se deiecit et dea est facta. 
 
This text is headed Ino Euripidis: that is, the ascription to Euripides is not the 
conjecture of a modern scholar, but the result of an ancient claim. This ascription has 
been doubted,38 but we can rely on it to a considerable extent. Hyginus makes a 
similar assertion in the case of another of his tales, which is headed eadem Euripidis, 
quam scribit Ennius. That story deals with the myth of Antiope, and appears 
                                                
37 Hyg. Fab. 4. 
38 So according to Bursian (1866) 776, ‘[Hyg. Fab.] 4, 5 und 6 scheinen zusätze eines späteren 
bearbeiters’, with the implication that they cannot be trusted as sources for Euripides. See in general 
Huys (1996), (1997). 
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immediately after another tale concerned with the same subject (hence eadem): 
Euripides’ play of the same name is thus expressly stated as the source.39 When we 
compare it with the fragments of Antiope, in particular the long Flinders Petrie 
papyrus which contains a substantial part of the ending,40 there is an excellent match. 
As Huys admits, in a sceptical discussion of the reliability of Hyginus’ Fabulae as a 
source for reconstructing tragedy, ‘there is no contradiction between the text of the 
two Fabulae [with specific attributions to Euripides] and the remaining evidence of 
the corresponding dramas’.41 He goes on to say ‘on the other hand . . . the 
fragmentary nature of the text of the Antiope and Ino and the loss of the original 
hypotheseis makes any certainty about the nature of the dependence of the Fabulae 
impossible’, but this goes too far.42 At the end of Hyginus’ tale, Antiope’s children 
are about to kill Lycus, but are forbidden to do so by Hermes; the god orders Lycus to 
relinquish the kingdom to them. Exactly the same happens at the end of Euripides’ 
play. This is too great a similarity (down to the identity of the deus ex machina) to be 
ascribed to chance. And if we can rely on the summary of Antiope, it is reasonable to 
                                                
39 Hyg. Fab. 8. The additional phrase quam scribit Ennius does not make sense in two ways: (i) 
Pacuvius, not Ennius, wrote a drama called Antiopa and (ii) the intended expression is almost certainly 
‘Ennius too wrote a drama of this name’, but the Latin does not mean this. It is probably a reader’s 
marginal annotation which has found its way into the text; the reader in question may have 
misremembered Cic. Fin. 1.4 Ennii Medeam aut Antiopam Pacuvi (thus Robert (1883) 436 n. 1; 
Wilamowitz (1886) 48-9 n. 9 calls the phrase ‘ein notorische irrtum’). This phrase thus gives no 
support to the idea that Hyginus’ tale contains elements found in Roman drama but not in Euripides. 
40 Eur. Antiopa fr. 223 TrGF. 
41 Huys (1996) 173. 
42 Ibid. Cf. Cameron (2004) 45-6, who refers to this article as ‘a detailed but sceptical recent study by 
Marc Huys that perhaps goes too far in the other direction’ (i.e. takes its scepticism to excess). 
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do the same in the case of Ino, too.43 Both summaries are likely to derive from 
hypotheses rather than from the actual plays.44 It remains possible that Hyginus’ 
summary contains the ‘distortion or contamination of details’45 sometimes found in 
other tales by him which are thought to derive from tragic hypotheses. 
The remaining fragments of Euripides’ play,46 although fairly numerous, are 
not especially helpful: almost all of them consist of the sententious remarks beloved 
of anthologists which are of no value for reconstructing the plot. In one fragment a 
woman is urged not to lament excessively:47 this could be said (by the chorus?) to Ino 
after her lament over Learchus, or to Themisto when she had mourned for her 
children. The chorus are women, and friendly to Ino, who wishes that she could live 
in Athamas’ house again without having done any of the things that she has done;48 
this will be a reference to the killing of Themisto’s children, although we cannot tell 
whether it was uttered before or after Learchus too met his end. A different fragment 
refers to Ino’s misfortune, and how after a long period in abeyance it is rearing its 
                                                
43 Hyg. Fab. 154 has the title Phaethon Hesiodi, although most of the account in that tale is most 
unlikely to go back to Hesiod (thus Diggle (1970) 23, Cameron (2004) 45); one detail which could well 
be Hesiodic, however, is introduced with the phrase ut Hesiodus indicat. Diggle plausibly argues that 
‘the suprascription . . . is a later addition prompted by the appearance of Hesiod’s name in the body of 
the narrative’; hence this tale, with its own particular textual history, gives us no reason to disbelieve 
the claims made in the cases of Hyg. Fab. 4 and 8. 
44 Thus Luppe (1984). 
45 M. J. Cropp ap. Slater and Cropp (2009) 78. 
46 Eur. frr. 398-423 TrGF. 
47 Ibid. 418 γίγνωϲκε τἀνθρώπεια µηδ’ ὑπερµέτρωϲ | ἄλγει· κακοῖϲ γὰρ οὐ ϲὺ πρόϲκειϲαι µόνη. 
48 Ibid. 399 φίλαι γυναῖκεϲ, πῶϲ ἂν ἐξ ἀρχῆϲ δόµουϲ | Ἀθάµαντοϲ οἰκήϲαιµι τῶν πεπραγµένων | 
δράϲαϲα µηδέν; 
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head again.49 This intriguing statement might refer to how Ino’s former misfortune 
(being forced to abandon her family to worship Bacchus on Mount Parnassus) has 
now been succeeded by the death of her child Learchus.50 A mysterious fragment 
refers to a man living ‘alone in the hollow caves, without a lamp, like a beast’;51 it has 
been suggested that this line ‘describes probably Athamas, in flight or helpless 
imprisonment after killing his son’,52 but as we shall see, our fragment appears to rule 
out this intelligent speculation, and the true context of this citation must remain 
unknown.53 
A passage of Athenagoras refers to how Ino, after her madness and the 
sufferings that resulted from it, was turned into Leucothea, and her son into 
Palaemon; Athenagoras quotes two lines of unimpeachable classical tragic Greek, 
without specifying the author, which give the pair’s new identifications.54 These lines 
were attributed to Euripides’ Ino by Wilamowitz,55 and ‘if Wilamowitz’s attribution is 
                                                
49 Ibid. 398 εὕδουϲα [Musgrave: ἰδοῦϲα codd.] δ’ Ἰνοῦϲ ϲυµφορὰ χρόνον πολὺν | νῦν ὄµµ’ ἐγείρει. 
50 A reference to the deaths of both Learchus and Melicertes seems less likely, since the latter’s death 
involved Ino’s deification. 
51 Ibid. 421 κοίλοιϲ ἐν ἄντροιϲ ἄλυχνοϲ, ὥϲτε θήρ, µόνοϲ. 
52 Collard and Cropp (2008) I 459, after Valckenaer (1767) 180. 
53 It might nevertheless refer to Athamas (the only male character attested for the play, apart from his 
sons), if it came from a prophecy delivered by the deus ex machina at the end of the play. 
54 Athen. Leg. 29.4 ὁπότε καὶ Ἰνὼ µετὰ τὴν µανίαν καὶ τὰ ἐπὶ τῆϲ µανίαϲ πάθη θεὸν δοξάζουϲι 
γεγονέναι “πόντου πλάνητεϲ Λευκοθέαν ἐπώνυµον” καὶ τὸν παῖδα αὐτῆϲ “ϲεµνὸϲ Παλαίµων 
ναυτίλοιϲ κεκλήϲεται”. The two quoted lines appear as a single two-line anonymous fragment (frr. 
100-1) in TrGF. 
55 Wilamowitz (1893) 26 = (1935-72) I 201. He later had doubts (Wilamowitz (1931-2) I 218 n. 3), but 
not on good grounds. He claims that we cannot rely on Hyginus for the ending of the play, yet it is 
precisely the ending of Antiope which matches the account found in Hyginus. He also says that a deus 
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correct . . ., it seems that in his Ino Euripides did portray Ino as killing her son while 
maddened’.56 They would fit naturally into the deus ex machina speech which we 
may presume ended the drama, announcing the apotheosis of the pair; the future 
κεκλήϲεται is particularly telling in this regard. We must reckon with the possibility 
that they come from a different play; Euripides’ Medea, after all, includes an account 
of Ino’s infanticide,57 and other dramas may have done so too. On the other hand, 
mythical exempla such as the passage from Medea would be expected to fall in a 
lyric, whereas our lines are normal iambic trimeters.58 Their most likely location is the 
end of Ino, but this hypothesis falls well short of proof. 
Where does our fragment fit within this drama? The only possible place is 
after the death of Learchus, who (we may conclude) is the young dead boy brought in 
towards the beginning of the fragment.59 Before Learchus, the two sons of Themisto 
                                                                                                                                      
ex machina would not suit a tragedy of Euripides’ first period. But the play could be as late as 426, five 
years after Euripides had alluded to the deus ex machina at the end of his Medea  (‘it seems unlikely, in 
view of the exact correspondence of all the features of Medea’s final appearance with the functions of 
the deus in the later plays . . ., that this can have been the first use of this device’: Knox (1977) 206-7 n. 
44 = (1979) 319 n. 44); and even if it predated Medea by some distance, we have no cause to rule out 
the presence of dei ex machina in early Euripides. 
56 McHardy (2005) 135. 
57 Eur. Med. 1282-9; see Newton (1985). 
58 Ino and Melicertes are invoked in their divine manifestations (Leucothea and Palaemon) in a speech 
at Eur. IT 270-4, but neither of the lines quoted by Athenagoras is an invocation. 
59 So P. J. Parsons ap. Luppe and Henry (2012) 20. The other possibilities canvassed by Luppe and 
Henry, namely that the person carried in is Ino or Themisto, are both ruled out by the considerations 
mentioned on pp. XXX above; neither is male, or a child, Themisto is not a suitable recipient of 
lamentation by Ino (as the editors note), and Ino herself, if she were carried in, would have to be alive 
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have been killed, but Ino will hardly have lamented over either of them. After 
Learchus’ death, Melicertes accompanies Ino as she jumps into the sea; but whether 
he died or was made immortal, his body was not available to be brought to the palace, 
nor was his mother still around to lament him. Learchus, on the other hand, is an all 
too worthy recipient of Ino’s laments; and since he is killed by Athamas during a 
hunt, it makes sense that his body has to be brought to the palace. 
 
6. Context 
 
Having established, to a fair degree of probability, the authorship of our fragment, the 
play from which it comes, and the episode that it describes, we can now consider how 
Euripides has staged this scene, and its place within the drama as a whole. 
At the start, the chorus is coming to the end of a song. The anapaests that 
follow begin ἄλλη ϲυνε.[       ] | οἵδε γὰρ ἥκουϲ[̣ι . . . , and Luppe and Henry (p. 24) 
suggest various supplements along the lines of ‘Another sorrow has struck this house. 
For these men have come …’ (e.g. ἄλλη ϲυνέκ[̣υρϲ᾽ ὀδύνη µελάθροιϲ or ἄλλη 
ϲυνέβ[̣η νῦν δυϲτυχία). If they are right – and it is difficult to see what other ‘other’ 
would have made sense – the chorus’s song has been devoted to some trouble other 
than the killing of Learchus. This presumably is the death of Themisto’s children, or 
of Themisto herself: only untimely deaths could be put on a par with Athamas’ 
filicide. We can observe a similar pattern in Euripides’ Trojan Women. After an ode 
in which the chorus lament the sack of Troy and pray for the death of Menelaus on his 
return home, they shift to anapaests to announce the arrival on stage of Astyanax’s 
                                                                                                                                      
in order to deliver the song that begins in line 12, yet the stripping of her body could take place only 
after her death. 
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corpse: ἰὼ ἰώ, | καίν’ ἐκ καινῶν µεταβάλλουϲαι | χθονὶ ϲυντυχίαι. λεύϲϲετε 
Τρώων | τόνδ’ Ἀϲτυάνακτ’ ἄλοχοι µέλεαι | νεκρόν, ὃν πύργων δίϲκηµα πικρὸν 
| Δαναοὶ κτείναντεϲ ἔχουϲιν (1117-22). Here is the same emphasis on one new 
suffering succeeding another, prompted by the carrying on stage of a child’s corpse.60 
On the other hand, the entry of the men carrying Learchus’ body via an 
eisodos will not be the first time that news of his death has reached the palace. The 
corpse is covered, yet the chorus know who it is (lines 4-6). Moreover, an entirely 
new death would need to be announced by a character. So a report of Learchus’ death 
arrives at the palace no later than the previous scene. Yet as just noted, the 
immediately preceding choral song has been devoted to a sorrowful topic distinct 
from Learchus’ death. That topic, too, must have been announced no later than the 
previous episode – and probably in that previous episode, since that would motivate 
its appearance in this particular stasimon. The previous episode may thus have seen 
the announcement of three children’s deaths: Themisto’s sons, and Ino’s son. It is 
even possible that Learchus’ death was announced in one episode, that the deaths of 
Themisto’s children and of Themisto occurred in the next, and that Learchus’ body 
was brought on in the next. That would produce a structural interweaving akin to that 
found in Trojan Women: there Talthybius takes Astyanax away to be killed in one 
episode, Menelaus’ confrontation with Helen takes place in the next (and is followed 
by a choral ode lamenting the suffering which Helen has inflicted upon Troy), and 
only then, in the following episode, does Talthybius return carrying Astyanax’s body. 
                                                
60 In general, the carrying on stage of a body in tragedy is often fraught with emotion. Compare the 
final episode of Sophocles’ Antigone, where Creon enters carrying in his arms the body of his grown 
son Haemon (1257-1276/7), and where the actor’s arrival is announced by choral anapaests; compare 
too the end of Euripides’ Bacchae, which depicts the entrance of Cadmus with attendants carrying the 
mangled limbs of his grandson Pentheus (1216-32). 
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Such an arrangement would place Learchus’ death rather earlier than in Hyginus’ 
summary, but we cannot rule it out on that ground; any structural complications such 
as the one just hypothesised would tend to be simplified in a prose summary. 
Athamas is not insane at this moment in the play (see above, p. XXX); he has 
evidently recovered from the bout of madness which led him to kill his son. His 
intervention here may seem inexplicably low-key; we would expect a recent filicide 
to give rein to his emotions. Indeed it is inexplicable, if this passage is his first 
reaction to the death. If, however, Athamas had already lamented his son’s death in 
the audience’s hearing, that would explain why his words here are briefer and more 
restrained than the situation apparently demands. There was no need for him to 
deliver a lengthy lament on his second appearance, and so the focus of at least the first 
part of this episode could fall on Ino’s sorrow. 
Nevertheless, we should not assume that Athamas’ remarks over his son’s 
body were limited to four trimeters. It is possible that he sang an antiphonal lament 
with Ino (compare the distraught singing by Orestes and Electra over their mother’s 
body at El. 1177-1232), or delivered spoken interjections of grief while Ino sang 
(compare the pattern in Hec. 681-720), or spoke words of lament after Ino’s song was 
over. The latter two options are more likely, since they put the emphasis on Ino’s 
grief. That would chime not only with the presumed relative importance of the two 
characters, but also with the gender distinction whereby women’s laments for the 
dead were more elaborate than men’s.61 
                                                
61 Cf. how on archaic vases showing the laments during the πρόθεσις, ‘the ritual formality of the men . 
. . contrasts sharply with the wild ecstasy of the women’ (Alexiou (2002) 6, with references); ‘women 
tended the corpse before and during prothesis and appear to have mourned in a more overt fashion than 
men, displaying greater levels of emotional grief’ (Stears (2008) 143). That is not to say that male 
lament is non-existent or unimportant, however. See further Suter (2008a) on male and female 
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The four trimeters that we do have, although insufficient as a first response to 
such a tragedy, admirably suit a moment somewhat distant from the first agonising 
shock. They begin with Athamas instructing attendants to place his son’s body in 
front of the palace (θέϲθ᾽ ἡϲύχ[ωϲ νιν οἱ π]έλαϲ πρὸ δ[̣ωµάτων).62 Just so in 
Trojan Women, Talthybius’ arrival with the body of Astyanax on Hector’s shield is 
followed by a speech by Hecuba which opens with the (apparently emotionally 
restrained) words θέϲθ’ ἀµφίτορνον ἀϲπίδ’ Ἕκτοροϲ πέδωι, | λυπρὸν θέαµα κοὐ 
φίλον λεύϲϲειν ἐµοί.63 Like Athamas, Hecuba begins with a concern for the placing 
of the body; her grandson’s death does not come as a surprise to her, since Talthybius 
has previously taken him away to be killed. But her initial emphasis on where the 
shield, and thus the body, should be placed is not a sign that she feels no emotion at 
the death; rather, correct treatment of the body is one way in which she expresses that 
emotion, and she will deliver fuller laments later in her speech. In response to the 
fresh, unexpected horror of a child’s murder, her opening words here might seem 
appallingly cool; but they are entirely appropriate further on in time from that initial 
trauma. 
Athamas instructs the attendants to set Learchus’ body down ‘gently’ 
(ἡϲύχωϲ). Although proper care for a dead body was a fundamental feature of Greek 
ethics,64 and the transport of corpses in tragedy and real life was no doubt effected 
                                                                                                                                      
lamentation in tragedy, a useful corrective to some previous scholarship in which lamenting is seen as 
something exclusively or predominantly female. 
62 οἱ π]έλαϲ is a strange designation for the corpse-bearers, who are approaching the palace rather than 
stationed nearby; perhaps it denotes the palace servants, who take the body from the attendants 
carrying it in (the hunters, appropriately attired) and set it down upon the ground (thus MLW). 
63 Eur. Tro. 1156-7. 
64 See A. J. Bayliss ap. Sommerstein and Bayliss (2013) 293-4. 
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with decorum, I have not found a parallel for a specific instruction to this effect.65 
Here the detail heightens the pathos, touchingly acknowledging the fragility of the 
little corpse, and ironically underlining how the man who in madness destroyed his 
son can now at least show some respect for the boy’s mortal remains. As for the 
subsequent three lines, the moving antithesis in line 9 has already been examined (p. 
XXX), as has Athamas’ eagerness to remove the body’s coverings66 and allow the 
process of lamentation to begin (p. XXX n. 10). If the editors’ supplement πό[λει 
βλέπειν is correct, Athamas anticipates a city-wide concern for the body of his son, 
which itself is a kind of tribute.67 So although these four lines would not be an 
appropriate first reaction to a son’s death, they are neither callous nor distant. Rather, 
they briefly express Athamas’ suffering and emotion by means both of their content 
and of their expression. 
If Athamas has already expressed his anguish, he must have returned to the 
palace (and thus to the stage) after killing his son, but without his son’s body, perhaps 
                                                
65 Compare other requests to attendants to carry, or assist in the carrying, of the corpse of a family 
member of the speaker, such as Eur. Ba. 1216-17 ἕπεϲθέ µοι φέροντεϲ ἄθλιον βάροϲ | Πενθέωϲ, 
ἕπεϲθε, πρόϲπολοι, δόµων πάροϲ and Soph. Tr. 1264 αἴρετ᾽, ὀπαδοί, which omit any such adverb. 
66 ‘The emphasis on uncovering / hiding in πέπλοι might have resonated with the other instances of 
deceptive clothing in this play: Ino disguised, probably in rags ([test. iia TrGF), and the clothing of her 
and Themisto’s children [test. iii TrGF, cited above, p. XXX]’ (LMLC). 
67 In Sophocles’ Electra Aegisthus orders the gates of the palace to be opened so that all the 
Mycenaeans and Argives can see the body that he is about to uncover (1458-9 ϲιγᾶν ἄνωγα 
κἀναδεικνύναι πύλαϲ | πᾶϲιν Μυκηναίοιϲιν Ἀργείοιϲ θ’ ὁρᾶν). He does so for a particular political 
purpose, in order to discourage his opponents by showing them proof of Orestes’ death, but his action 
may also reflect a custom (if only an imagined one) of displaying a particularly important body to the 
citizenry as a whole. 
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to announce what had happened.68 This may have taken place in the preceding 
episode, or in the episode before that, if the rather complicated structure mentioned 
above (p. XXX), comparable to that of Trojan Women, is in fact correct. He is 
therefore not part of the group carrying his son’s body; rather, he stands awaiting 
them in front of the palace. The chorus’s statement that they can see ‘the people 
carrying [Learchus]’ is consistent with this staging; if Athamas, that most unhappy 
father, is entering alongside the attendants, we may imagine that they would have 
referred to him specifically rather than subsuming a filicide among that anonymous 
group. 
Why would Athamas have returned without the body? If he was still mad 
when he arrived, how did he learn about the terrible action that he had committed?69 
If he returned to sanity before coming on stage, why did he leave the body of his son? 
These are unanswerable questions in our current state of knowledge; the most we can 
say is that some scenario could be imagined to fit either alternative. 
Of Ino’s song almost nothing remains;70 but the fact that she sings at all 
demands attention. Female main characters in tragedy are much more prone to sing 
                                                
68 It would not be enough for his grief merely to be reported in a third-party messenger speech. 
69 The method used in Euripides’ Bacchae (1233-1326) by Cadmus to restore Agave (another ill-
starred hunter) to sanity by getting her to focus on Pentheus’ severed head would not have been 
available, since the body was not yet at the palace. We may presume that the corpse carried on by the 
attendants was a whole body, since ‘a maddened hunter, presumably thinking that his son was a wild 
animal, would hardly have beheaded him; that only happens in Bacchae because Pentheus has been 
subjected to a maenadic ϲπαραγµόϲ’ (AHS). 
70 In 12 ψυχα might be an invocation of Ino’s own soul at the start of a song full of emotion, as at Eur. 
Ion 859 ὦ ψυχά, πῶϲ ϲιγάϲω; Then   ̣  ̣ µοχ  ̣[ could represent a part of µόχθοϲ or µοχθέω 
(according to Luppe and Henry (2012) 25, ‘ψυχαϲ̣ε̣µοχθ̣[, however articulated, seems possible but 
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than are males;71 a prominent exception is Aeschylus’ Clytemnestra, who never sings 
despite her prominence in the Oresteia. Euripides’ Medea does sing,72 but only once, 
at the start of the play. The terrible events at the end of that drama, and the terrible 
decisions that led to them, afforded Euripides plenty of opportunities to let Medea 
express herself in the emotive medium of song, yet he does not take them.73 The issue 
is relevant to us because Ino, on the face of it, is a character with considerable 
                                                                                                                                      
cannot be confirmed’). If so, this may recall statements concerning the labour involved in bringing up 
children, which are often made in the context of a child’s death: cf. Eur. Med. 1261 µάταν µόχθοϲ 
ἔρρει τέκνων, 1029-30 ἄλλωϲ δ’ ἄρ’ ὑµᾶϲ, ὦ τέκν’, ἐξεθρεψάµην, | ἄλλωϲ δ’ ἐµοχθοῦν, 1094-7, 
Suppl. 921-2 νῦν τὸν ἐµὸν Ἀΐδαϲ | ἔχει µόχθον ἀθλίαϲ, Tro. 760 µάτην δ’ ἐµοχθοῦν καὶ 
κατεξάνθην πόνοιϲ, Aesch. Cho. 752-3. In 17, if ἀνο̣[ϲί]ω̣<ι> is correctly supplemented (by Luppe 
and Henry (2012) 25), it might be accompanied by µόρωι (cf. Hdt. 3.65.5 οὗτοϲ µὲν ἀνοϲίωι µόρωι 
τετελεύτηκε ὑπὸ τῶν ἑωυτοῦ οἰκηιοτάτων), by φόνωι (cf. Eur. Med. 1305 µητρῶιον 
ἐκπράϲϲοντεϲ ἀνόϲιον φόνον, Or. 374 τῆϲ Τυνδαρείαϲ παιδὸϲ ἀνόϲιον φόνον), or by ϲυµφορᾶι 
(cf. Eur. Hipp. 814-15 ἀνοϲίωι τε ϲυµφορᾶι). 
71 See Hall (1999) 116 = (2006) 313-14. Singing should not, however, be seen as a basically female 
activity which compromises a male character’s masculinity if he indulges in it (see Finglass (2011) on 
Soph. Aj. 348-429, citing Suter (2008a))). Athamas seems to have sung in one of Euripides’ Phrixus 
plays (fr. 822.1-9 TrGF). 
72 Pace Hall (1999) 116 = (2006) 313, who, after noting that Clytemnestra does not sing in Aeschylus’ 
Oresteia, remarks ‘it is striking that tragedy’s other “manly” female, Euripides’ Medea, is likewise 
given anapaests but never lyric song’. There are two types of anapaest, recited (sometimes called 
‘marching’) and lyric anapaests (see Finglass (2007a) on Soph. El. 86-120), and the anapaests that 
Medea is given at Med. 96-167 are certainly lyric. 
73 A later playwright, himself influenced by Euripides’ play, adopted a different approach: ‘what 
Euripides might have done is shown by the song Ennius seems to have given Medea at some point 
during the crisis over the death of the children’ (Hall (1999) 116 n. 98 = (2006) 313 n. 96, referring to 
Ennius Medea Exul 241-2 Jocelyn). 
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similarities to Medea. She is involved in the killing of children, including one of her 
own, and exacts a terrible penalty from her former husband’s new bride. She is even 
cited in Medea as a possible comparandum for that play’s protagonist.74 
Examining why Medea sings only once (and Clytemnestra never) would take 
an article in itself. One possible reason is the alleged ‘masculinity’ of both characters, 
although according to this view, song is unhelpfully regarded as something essentially 
unmanly,75 and characterising Medea as a ‘masculine’ character fails to do justice to 
her very feminine wiles.76 More promising as an explanation, at least in the case of 
Medea, is that she ‘prefers speech to song . . . as a character whose reason in the end 
serves the purposes of her passions, and who rationally dissects those emotions, 
trimeters prove to be the best and most natural mode of expression for her’.77 Ino’s 
singing over the death of her son suggests a different sort of character: perhaps a less 
calculating woman than Medea, perhaps a woman whose infanticide was genuinely 
forced upon her by circumstances rather than as the result of deliberate choice, a 
woman whose emotions were more easily entered into and sympathised with on the 
part of the audience.78 
                                                
74 See n. 57 above. 
75 See n. 71 above. 
76 Mossman (2011) is a riposte to those who would see Medea in masculine terms. 
77 Thus Mossman (2011) 51, 53. Cf. the ‘striking contrast between the distraught “lyric” Medea heard 
from inside in 96-167 and the self-possessed “iambic trimeter” Medea, who comes out at 214’ 
(Mastronarde (2010) 252). 
78 This hypothesised distinction between the characters may be summed up by Horace’s line sit Medea 
ferox invictaque, flebilis Ino (AP 123, which, according to Webster (1967) 98, ‘suits the oppressed Ino 
of this story’); Horace may have had Euripides’ characters in mind, and if so, songs of lamentation 
such as the one in our fragment will have contributed to his view of Ino. Even if Horace was thinking 
of the Medea and Ino as standard figures of myth and not of the specific characters, Euripides’ plays 
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Ino is free to sing her laments despite the terrible events of earlier in the play. 
Had her role in the deaths of Themisto’s children been discovered? If so, had she 
avoided punishment because her actions were in defence of her own children, or was 
the succession of deaths in the household so swift that the question of punishment had 
not (yet) been raised? Did she, or the chorus, confront the irony that she had saved her 
children by sending another woman’s offspring to their deaths, only for her son to 
meet a brutal end at the hands not of his stepmother, but of his father? Did she express 
any guilt at her involvement in the deaths of Themisto’s children? These questions, 
which are crucial to the issue of how Ino’s moral responsibility was presented, must 
remain unanswered. 
The end of the drama, according both to Hyginus’ summary and to general 
probability, involved the Melicertes episode, presumably narrated by a deus ex 
machina who announced the apotheosis of Melicertes and his mother.79 In many other 
versions of the myth, Ino’s leap into the sea with Melicertes takes place immediately 
after the death of Learchus, sometimes because Athamas is still mad and Ino fears for 
the life of her offspring.80 This does not happen in Euripides’ play; here Athamas has 
recovered from his madness, and Ino has time to lament the death of her son. This 
version is similar to the one found in Ovid’s Fasti, where Ino performs Learchus’ 
funeral rites in full before she too is driven mad and jumps into the sea with 
                                                                                                                                      
will have had a decisive role in establishing the features of these figures, as well as in associating the 
two (because of the use of Ino as a mythological exemplum at Med. 1282-9). 
79 For this apotheosis see Pache (2004) 135-80, Finglass (2007b) on Pind. P. 11.2, Kowalzig (2013) 52; 
for Ino-Leucothea as a goddess see Finkelberg (2006). 
80 Cf. Ov. Met. 4.512-42 and the other accounts listed by Newton (1985) 500 with n. 9. 
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Melicertes.81 We can imagine why Euripides chose this account: it allowed him to 
portray the impact on Ino of the killing of her own son after she has brought about the 
deaths of another women’s children. Having Ino cast herself and her son Melicertes 
into the sea immediately after Learchus’ death would have robbed the audience of its 
chance to see her reaction to her son’s passing; everything would have had to be 
included in a single speech by the deus ex machina. Instead, Ino’s song over 
Learchus’ body provided the drama with a moment of great pathos, an emotionally 
intense aria delivered by a figure who might have been one of Euripides’ most 
memorable female characters. 
 
7. Another Ino papyrus? 
 
P.Strassb W.G. 304-307, a papyrus dated to the first half of the third century BC,82 
contains on the recto the lyric parts (including spoken anapaests) of Euripides’ 
Phoenician Women and Medea,83 and lyrics from an unknown work, perhaps another 
                                                
81 Ov. Fast. 6.489-94 hinc agitur furiis Athamas et imagine falsa, | tuque cadis patria, parve Learche, 
manu; | maesta Learcheas mater tumulaverat umbras | et dederat miseris omnia iusta rogis. | haec 
quoque, funestos ut erat laniata capillos, | prosilit et cunis te, Melicerta, rapit. Littlewood (2006) 155 
notes how this version (unlike the account in the Metamorphoses) ‘dwells on the pathos of Ino’s 
dignified suffering’. Her further remark (p. 152) on how ‘Ovid’s retelling of Ino’s story . . . transforms 
Ino, bacchant and infanticide, into a model of Roman maternal solicitude’ is also true, but now we must 
reckon with the possibility that Ovid might have been influenced by Euripides; for his interaction with 
the dramatist see Coo (2010), Curley (2013). 
82 Thus Fassino (1999) 2-4; see further Nervegna (2007) 28. 
83 For Phoenician Women, see the transcription in Mastronarde (1980) 3; for Medea, Fassino (1999) 
11-12. 
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play by Euripides.84 A few years ago Fassino very tentatively identified this play as 
Euripides’ Ino;85 Kannicht includes the text among his fragmenta incertarum 
fabularum, but nevertheless remarks that Fassino’s attribution is probable.86 The 
publication of P.Oxy. 5131 allows us to rule out this identification. There is no 
overlap between the Strasbourg and the Oxyrhynchus papyri, even though the 
preserved part of the former evidently contains lyrics from the last part of whatever 
text it contains,87 and P.Oxy. 5131 comes from towards the end of its play. Moreover, 
the reconstruction of Ino which Fassino advocates can now be shown to be wrong in 
part.88 He rightly concludes (p. 41) that Learchus’ death was announced by a third 
party (he calls him a Messenger, which might be correct, although it is more probable 
that Athamas was his own messenger), and that since Learchus is killed during a hunt, 
his body must be brought on and placed on the stage for laments, before being taken 
within the palace.89 However, he also claims (pp. 41-2) that Ino was not present when 
Learchus was brought in, since she had left the stage after the messenger speech. 
                                                
84 Thus Fassino (1999) and most scholars; but Wilamowitz ap. Crönert (1922) 25 warns that 
Euripidean authorship is uncertain, and MLW tells me that he shares those doubts on stylistic grounds.  
85 Fassino (1999) 40-4. 
86 Eur. fr. 953m TrGF, where Kannicht comments in the apparatus ‘alteri Melanippae haec non ita apte 
tribuerunt Lewis et Snell . . ., Inoni verisimilius sed non procul dubio recte Fassino’. 
87 So rightly Fassino (1999) 44. 
88 This should not be taken as a criticism of Fassino’s work. His duly tentative reconstruction made use 
of the evidence then available; moreover, as we shall see, some of it in fact coincides with what we can 
deduce from P.Oxy. 5131. 
89 The same correct supposition is made by Jouan and Van Looy (2000) 195: ‘il serait selon nous plus 
dramatique qu’Athamas arrivât lui-même avec le cadavre de Léarchos comme butin de chase’. Contrast 
Webster (1967) 101, who has Learchus’ death announced by a messenger, after which Ino decides to 
throw herself into the sea with Melicertes. 
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Before departing, according to Fassino, Ino had announced her intention to kill her 
other son (p. 41, p. 42 n. 192); during the laments over Learchus’ body, in his view, 
the chorus refer to Ino’s plan (p. 43). But it seems odd that Ino should want to punish 
her husband for killing one of her sons by killing the other herself. The grim crime 
perpetrated by Euripides’ Medea was at least motivated by some sort of vengeful 
logic, however perverted and appalling; the actions posited for Ino by Fassino lack 
even this. Even if he is right and Ino did form such a plan and reveal it to the chorus, 
we know from P.Oxy. 5131 that Athamas and Ino are both present during the laments; 
the chorus would not have given Ino away by revealing her purpose. The plot of the 
drama that Fassino infers is thus distinct from the plot that can be inferred from 
P.Oxy. 5131. 
We may therefore conclude that P.Strassb. W.G. 304-307 does not contain 
extracts from Euripides’ Ino. The question of what it does contain goes beyond the 
scope of this paper. 
 
8. Performance in Oxyrhynchus? 
 
So far we have been considering what this precious text can tell us about the first 
performance of Euripides’ Ino in roughly the third quarter of the fifth century BC. The 
value of the manuscript for this purpose is slightly impaired by its having been written 
approximately seven hundred years after that first performance, since textual errors 
could creep in during that long process of repeated scribal copying. But from other 
perspectives, the fact that this document was written in the third century AD is full of 
interest. 
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First, we can add Ino to the list of Euripidean plays which people could still 
read in full by this period; if a copy could be found in Oxyrhynchus, hardly a cultural 
centre of unique importance, we may imagine that copies could be found in other 
places throughout the Greek-speaking east, and perhaps in western libraries too. The 
selection of Euripidean plays for which we have at least one manuscript from third-
century Oxyrhynchus is impressive:90 eight of the ten ‘selected’ plays which were to 
feature in multiple mediaeval manuscripts,91 two of the plays that were to survive via 
the chance preservation of a single ancient manuscript,92 and four dramas which were 
not to outlast antiquity.93 Five other third-century Euripidean papyri survive with a 
different provenance, or with no provenance at all, one containing a lost play.94 
Second, our papyrus contains an alpha and beta as part of the notation 
introducing different speaking parts; these letters mark the parts belonging to the 
protagonist and the deuteragonist. Such letters are attested on other papyri, but our 
fragment is unique in combining them with speaker name designations. Indeed, our 
papyrus gives the speaker designation for Athamas in full; perhaps for Ino too, 
although not enough text survives to confirm this. Usually names are abbreviated on 
papyri, but there are instances which parallel our case.95 These names are written in 
                                                
90 See Carrara (2009) 383-6 for figures and discussion. 
91 Hecuba (3), Phoenician Women (3), Medea (2), Andromache (2), Orestes, Alcestis, Trojan Women, 
Rhesus. 
92 Heracles (2), Iphigenia in Aulis. 
93 Archelaus, Cresphontes, Ino, Theseus. 
94 Phoenician Women, Orestes, Iphigenia among the Taurians, Electra, Cretans. 
95 Cf. Eur. frr. 752d.7, 752e.4 (ΘΟΑΣ), 774.76 TrGF (ΜΕΡΟΨ), Soph. frr. 730a.8 (ΑΡΙΑΔΝΗ), 
730a.10 (ΕΡΙΒΟΙΑ), 730d.4 (ΘΗ]ΣΕΥΣ), fr. dub. 1130.19 TrGF (]ΟΙΝΕΥΣ). These examples date to 
between the second and fifth centuries AD. 
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the same hand as the main text, but the alpha and beta are written in a different, grey-
coloured ink, and in what appears to be a different hand.96 They postdate the writing 
of the main text, but we cannot tell by how much. The same ink and hand may be 
evident in the corrections found in the text at lines 24 and 25, but this is far from 
certain. 
The use of such letters to indicate individual actors, often with horizontal 
strokes on top, marking them out as ordinal numbers,97 is found on several papyri of 
mime and of comedy, but (until now) on only one of tragedy.98 That is the papyrus of 
Euripides’ Cresphontes, also from third-century Oxyrhynchus.99 In his editio princeps 
Turner argues that ‘the presence of these sigla in 2458 . . . makes it probable that this 
papyrus represents an acting copy . . . Presumably it was used for actual 
representation in the theatre of Oxyrhynchus’.100 Certainly, from a reader’s 
perspective it is unhelpful to have speakers designated in this way; the hypothesis that 
the papyrus was used in the theatre is an attractive one, although the exact nature of 
                                                
96 The alpha has a fairly round loop whereas the alphas in the main text tend to have quite a sharp one. 
There is one certain beta in the main text, in line 5, where only the top half survives; the size and shape 
of its top loop is different from that of the marginal beta. 
97 There is a horizontal stroke coming out of the bottom loop of the beta, the purpose of which is 
mystifying.  
98 See Gammacurta (2006) 240-7, Nervegna (2013) 239-43. 
99 P.Oxy. 2458, published by Turner (1962), with an image on plate VIII of the same volume and in 
Turner (1987) 65; there is no image online. Turner’s hypothesis that the papyrus contains extracts 
rather than a continuous text has been disproved, however; for a recent account of scholarship on the 
manuscript see Carrara (2009) 438-41. 
100 Turner (1962) 76; see further Turner (1963). According to Jory (1963) 75, ‘since [this notation] is of 
little practical use to the reader, [it] is almost certainly an innovation by producers . . . The papyri 
represent near contemporary or contemporary performances’. 
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the connexion cannot be determined. We might think in terms of a master script used 
by the producer.101 An individual actor’s copy would not need to have the entire text 
of the play, choral lyrics and all: P.Oxy. 4546, from the first century BC or the first 
half of the first century AD, which contains only the lines delivered by Admetus in 
Euripides’ Alcestis, is a better example of what an actor’s script would have looked 
like.102 One crucial point which distinguishes the Ino fragment from the Cresphontes 
papyrus is that the former had the marks indicating actors added after the writing of 
the main text, in addition to the names of the characters used as speaker designations. 
It may be that the Ino papyrus was not written with theatrical performance in mind, 
but was subsequently acquired by a producer who annotated it for that purpose.103 
                                                
101 Gammacurta (2006) 109 suggests that the papyrus was ‘un esemplare da lettura usato come 
antigrafo per la compilazione di un copione’. 
102 See Marshall (2004). 
103 Nervegna (2013) 242 argues against the idea that these papyri were intended for actors, and suggests 
instead that ‘students practising their delivery skills such as Libanius’ rhetorical trainees could better fit 
the bill: [these papyri] could be at the crossroads between theatre and school practices’. In the context 
of rhetorical training, however, one might expect teachers and pupils to be interested in excerpted, 
individual speeches from tragedy rather than whole scenes or plays, which involve many speakers. The 
passage that Nervegna (pp. 238-9) cites in support of her thesis refers to Libanius (Ep. 1066.2) 
selecting ‘an actor for the dramas’, ὑποκριτὴϲ . . . τοῖϲ δράµαϲι, during his class, a choice that wins 
general approval; there is no mention of alternation of parts or the selection of any further ‘actors’ from 
among his pupils. But Nervegna is right to emphasise that we cannot be certain about the exact 
performative context in which these manuscripts were employed. Cf. Handley (2002) 171, who 
suggests that these texts ‘may have been intended for symposium use, either among the guests or by 
professional entertainers. The existence of these abridged or part-numbered texts increases our 
awareness of the possibilities of different kinds of dramatic readings outside the theatre’. For dramatic 
performances at dinners and banquets under the Roman empire see Jones (1991) and Nervegna (2013) 
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We may thus add our fragment to a handful of texts which provide testimonies 
to possible tragic reperformances at Oxyrhynchus. As Hall notes, ‘Euripides’ 
Cresphontes and Alcestis . . . seem to have been performed in Oxyrhynchus, and it is 
possible that his IT was staged there as well.’104 That last inference derives from the 
second-century AD Charition papyrus, a burlesque of Euripides’ Iphigenia among the 
Taurians which suggests that many of its intended audience were familiar with 
performances of Euripides’ play.105 Such performances may have taken place in 
Oxyrhynchus’ theatre, the largest one known in the continent of Africa, larger even 
than the famous theatre at Epidaurus. Built in the second half of the second century 
AD,106 it had a cavea some 123 metres across, and a capacity of perhaps 12,500,107 
when Oxyrhynchus’ population in the third century was perhaps somewhere in the 
order of 30,000.108 
The evidence for tragic or comic reperformance under the Roman Empire is 
good for the first and second centuries AD.109 Indeed, thanks to Plutarch, we have 
                                                                                                                                      
173-88, although a production of a classical tragedy would probably go well beyond what was 
normally expected in that context. 
104 Hall (2010) 403 = (2013) 124. 
105 P.Oxy. 413; see Hall (2010) ≈ (2013) 111-34. The Charition fragment is one of the papyri with actor 
designations. 
106 See Bailey (2007) 87. 
107 See Bailey (2007) 71, 89; in his words, ‘very few if any of the other public buildings could have 
competed with it for dominance of the city’. For more references see Gammacurta (2006) 105-6 n. 23. 
108 Thus Bowman (2000) 176-9, Tacoma (2006) 42-3 (with other estimates and references at 43 n. 26); 
this figure is based on calculations from a register of house numbers for part of the city for AD 235, and 
numbers of people taking the corn dole in c. 270. 
109 See Nervegna (2007), especially 21-40; also Jones (1993). Nervegna successfully dispels the idea 
that reperformances of ancient drama consisted only of extracts rather than whole plays. She does, 
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evidence for first century performances of both Ino and Cresphontes, two plays for 
which we can hypothesise later performances at Oxyrhynchus.110 Evidence for 
reperformance of Ino during the Imperial period is also offered by Philostratus, who 
refers to a production at Ephesus attended by Apollonius.111 The dramatic date of 
Philostratus’ work is set in the first century AD, but the author may himself have 
known of Euripidean reperformances when he was writing his Life of Apollonius at 
some point between 217 and 238. After this time, however, any evidence for tragic 
reperformance is difficult to discern. As Barnes puts it, ‘it is hard, perhaps impossible, 
to find . . . evidence for real drama after the Severan period. What is found in this 
                                                                                                                                      
however, show that tragic reperformances probably did not include the choral odes (an explicit 
statement to this effect at Dio Chrys. 19.5 is supported by two inscriptions, one from early first century 
BC Tanagra, the other from mid-third century AD Delphi, which seem to support Dio’s statement by 
failing to mention a chorus for tragic reperformance when a chorus is mentioned for comic 
reperformance). If the odes were always omitted and not just e.g. sung by an actor, that would make it 
harder, but not impossible, to take the Cresphontes papyrus as a performance text, since it includes 
choral lyric; so does the Ino papyrus, but as noted above, that latter document was probably not 
intended for the theatre when it was first written. 
110 Cf. Plut. De sera numinis vindicta 556a ὥϲπερ τῆϲ Ἰνοῦϲ ἀκούοµεν ἐν τοῖϲ θεάτροιϲ λεγούϲηϲ, 
ἐφ’ οἷϲ ἔδραϲε µεταµελοµένηϲ, followed by Eur. Ino fr. 399 TrGF; and Plut. De esu carnium II 998de 
ϲκόπει δὲ καὶ τὴν ἐν τῆι τραγωιδίαι Μερόπην ἐπὶ τὸν υἱὸν αὐτὸν ὡϲ φονέα τοῦ υἱοῦ πέλεκυν 
ἀραµένην καὶ λέγουϲαν [Eur. Cresphontes fr. 456 TrGF] ὅϲον ἐν τῶι θεάτρωι κίνηµα ποιεῖ, 
ϲυνεξορθιάζουϲα φόβωι, καὶ δέοϲ µὴ φθάϲηι τὸν ἐπιλαµβανόµενον γέροντα καὶ τρώϲηι τὸ 
µειράκιον. A further fragment associated with the theatre is cited by Pseudo-Plutarch, Consolatio ad 
Apollonium 110c ἡ . . . Μερόπη λόγουϲ ἀνδρώδειϲ προφεροµένη κινεῖ τὰ θέατρα, λέγουϲα  
τοιαῦτα, followed by Eur. Cresphontes fr. 454 TrGF. 
111 Philostr. Vita Apollonii 7.5.  
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period is, rather, the turning of plays into some other literary genre . . . if there is 
evidence for real drama as a living art from after about 230, let it be produced’.112 
It remains possible that our text had no connexion with any real performance; 
that it was annotated by a reader merely visualising a production that he had no hope 
of ever witnessing.113 On the whole, however, this seems a less persuasive way of 
explaining the alpha and beta that adorn the papyrus margin. They hint at some kind 
of organised performance, quite possibly in the theatre at Oxyrhynchus, or perhaps 
before some smaller gathering; a date towards the beginning of the third century 
rather than its end would be more consistent with other evidence for the 
reperformance of tragedy under the Empire. If this hypothesis is correct, this 
perplexing but fascinating document may provide evidence for one of the last 
performances in antiquity of a play by Euripides. 
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On	page	34	Egypt	is	NOT	part	of	'Roman	North	Africa':	that	
stretches			
west	from	the	Ara	Philaenorum.	Cyrene	no	less	than	Egypt	
belongs	to			
the	East.	
	
On	page	36	you	leave	the	date	of	the	Vita	Apollonii	as	217/238.	
Surely			
Philostratus	wrote	this	close	to	217,	since	Julia	Domna	did	not	
live			
long	beyond	that	date	
	
Bibliographies	ought	to	specify	which	'Cameron,	A.'	is	meant:	
since	I			
have	to	cite	both	of	them,	I	always	always	state	whether	it	is	
Alan	or			
Averil.	
	
I	am	glad	that	you	have	found	my	paper	from	long	ago	useful.	
Could	you			
give	a	reference	to	the	original	publication?	It	was	written	to	
order			
more	than	twenty	years	ago	and	I	would	rather	have	it	cited	as	
a	work			
of	my	middle	rather	than	of	my	old	age! 
